20050426.ba v03_n797.bam.20050426

>From ???@??? Tue Apr 26 18:09:26 2005 -0500
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 18:08:46 CDT
From: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: BOATANCHORS digest 3797
Message-Id: <20050426230847.30AC74041C@srvr1.theporch.com>

			    BOATANCHORS Digest 3797

Topics covered in this issue include:

  1) Re: History of the 6L6 + 6BG6
	by "Sandy" <ebjr@i-55.com>
  2) what David S. said ...
	by "Eric Jones" <ejones@hiwaay.net>
  3) RE: what David S. said ...
	by Morris Odell <morriso@vifm.org>
  4) Re: what David S. said ...
	by "Arden Allen" <gumbear@pacbell.net>
  5) RE: what David S. said ...
	by Morris Odell <morriso@vifm.org>
  6) FS:  ARRL HANDBOOK 1948
	by JOHN.SEHRING@ecunet.org
  7) SOMEWHAT SERIOUS BA COLLECTING
	by JOHN.SEHRING@ecunet.org
  8) Re: ARRL HANDBOOK 1948
	by "Tom Rauch" <w8ji@contesting.com>
  9) Re: ARRL HANDBOOK 1948
	by David Stinson <arc5@ix.netcom.com>
 10) T-16/ARC-5 Transmitter. Serious BA Alert
	by wsno19@mindspring.com
 11) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by "JAMES HANLON" <knjhanlon@msn.com>
 12) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by Tom Laszynski <k8jrm@cox.net>
 13) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com>
 14) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by "J.D. Mac Aulay, WQ8U" <jmac6235@yahoo.com>
 15) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by w8au@sssnet.com
 16) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by "J.D. Mac Aulay, WQ8U" <jmac6235@yahoo.com>
 17) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com>
 18) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by "David  Thompson" <thompson@mindspring.com>
 19) Halli SR-34AC
	by Bob Kemp <bkemp@bobkemp.com>
 20) Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
	by "Art Lebermann" <artleb@earthlink.net>

----------------------------------------------------------------------
Message-ID: <001d01c54a06$92730d80$f688cdd1@s0023531634>
From: "Sandy" <ebjr@i-55.com>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: History of the 6L6 + 6BG6
Date: Mon, 25 Apr 2005 21:20:52 -0500
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
	charset="iso-8859-1"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

The 807 and 6L6 and also the 6BG6 are basically the same identical electrode
structure.
I have taken apart all three of the permutations from the same manufacturer and
the "innards" are identical.  Anode size and shape, screen grid size, number of
turns,
etc., etc.  Naturally the bases of 6L6 and 807 different, anode comes out top of
tube, etc.
The 807 has a shield (most manufacturers add, but not all!) just below the
bottom mica support spacer and above the press.  The 6BG6 does not have this as it
was made for work at lower frequencies and not RF.  Naturally it has an octal base
as well.  Other than this, it is pretty close to the 807.  I'm not sure about the
"strapping" internally of the grids, etc.
    The 6L6 was a very "epic" tube in that it spawned a hoarde of "children" and
permutations over the years!  All the way from the 6AQ5 up thru the 813 and 7094.
The 7094 is closer related to the 6L6 than the 813 is actually.
    A remarkable lot.  The 6L6 family still survives today in spite of being
"obsolete" by modern standards!  (Is it REALLY?)
73,
Sandy W5TVW
----- Original Message ----- 
From: "John Dilks K2TQN" <oldradio@worldnet.att.net>
To: "Old Tube Radios" <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Sent: Monday, April 25, 2005 6:49 PM
Subject: Re: History of the 6L6 + 6BG6


| Hi Gang,
|
| I received the following from Ludwell Sibley, Author of Tube Lore and
| expert in these matters:
|
| 73, John Dilks, K2TQN
|
| ----from Ludwell-----
|
| To follow up on your recent posting about the 6L6 and
| 6BG6:  RCA described the 6BG6G internally as
|
| "A modified version of the type 807 intended for use in
| horizontal deflection circuits of television equipment."
|
| That's from an RCA-Harrison "Notice of  Type Number
| Reservation" dated March 20, 1946.
|
| The 6BG6 was one of the few "receiving" tubes made at
| RCA's Lancaster, PA power-tube plant, which, of course,
| was the source of 807s.
|
| I remember seeing a construction article in "Radio and
| Television News," ca. 1954, on a small ham xmtr using a
| 6BG6, and coming across a push-pull hi-fi amp in Sams
| Photofacts that used a pair.  Despite its suitability, the
| 6BG6 did not displace the 807 for "our" purposes, in part
| because it was actually priced slightly higher in the "distributor"
| market than the 807!
|
| Feel free to pass this on.
|
| 73, Ludwell Sibley, KB2EVN
|
|
| At 11:17 PM 4/24/05, Mike Steussy - AE4R wrote:
|
| >I was looking for some reference that would authenticate (or debunk) my
| >impression that the 6BG6 early TV horizontal sweep amplifer tube is
| >actually an octal-based 807.  The site just referenced indicates both are
| >variants of the 6L6 and states the "6BG6 (1946)" is "a modified 807."
| >Other sites I found have similar statements.  Any list member who can add
| >to this and/or has used the 6BG6 as an RF power amplifier, please comment.
| >
| >Thanks and 73,
| >Mike Steussy  AE4R
|

------------------------------
Message-ID: <001a01c54a0b$18dc17a0$f941b4d8@ejones>
From: "Eric Jones" <ejones@hiwaay.net>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: what David S. said ...
Date: Mon, 25 Apr 2005 21:31:40 -0500
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
	charset="utf-7"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

de N4TGC Eric

I heartily concur, and have done much the same thing. About ten years ago, I
wrote a multi-point criteria to pare my collection down, once I realized how far
out of hand it'd gotten ...

1. should cover at least one Ham band I'd actually use (440 doesn't count, fer
example)
2. no rigs I can't pick up (such as BC-610, T-368)
3. no rigs with un-obtainable parts/connectors (nothing pre-WW2)
4. no expensive/collectible rigs that tie up +ACQ-100's (such as Collins gear)
5. no multi-section rigs (GRC-109, TCS)
6. must have good power/weight ratio (unlike BC-629, etc.)

Of course, it has to have 'sex appeal': if I don't like it's looks, it doesn't
matter what else it can do ...

Examples: the PRC-6 isn't much of a rig, but it's been so cheap, it's so easy to
power, and it interfaces with so many other rigs, I have several of them up and
running, along with a PRT-4 and PRR-9 pair.  The RT-70 almost violates point 6,
but it's a fun rig, and was cheap up til recently, so I have two (tho one needs
repair.)  It's outboard p/s is a nuisance, but it displays well, and will talk
with 'consumer' rigs, as well as the RT-68.

The Swan tcvr's are still pretty cheap, and do pretty much the same thing as any
other 'do-it-all-box', so I have four of them of various persuasions.  I
happened to get an NC-300 unusually cheap years ago, so I finally traded for a
Heath TX-1 'Apache' to go with it (I can't pick them both up at once, but ...)

My biggest folly is oscilloscopes.  Because I could never afford one in my
youth, I've gone totally bonkers and have over 40 of them now - some of which
actually work+ACE-  But since I'm not totally insane, NOT ONE of them is Tektronix -
and only about eight are solid-state.  And I do refurb and sell one or two each
year ...

Naturally, I also affect tube-type t.e. of other types, but only the large,
heavy, useless stuff from the 50's (did I just say that?+ACE-), since it's usually
cheap, as no one else wants it.  Conar t.e. has not only been cheap, it's
actually usuable+ACE-  Tho I collect only the 'blue-box' models.

You get the idea - I'm not an eclectic collector, not even of the 2-3mc 'boat'
radios I like: I collect primarily the Pearce-Simpson brand.  I'm still a piker
tho, with only about 700 sq. ft. of goodies to boast of ... important note: if
you were to walk into my house, you would not know I had one single piece of
electronic gear, besides the expected TV set, CD player, computer, etc. - i.e.,
consumer stuff.  I do not impose any of it on family or friends.  Unless you are
invited into the basement, radio room, or attic storage, you would only know I
was a Ham from the antenna farm on the roof (thank God and my insistance on
living in a covenant-less location ...)    e

------------------------------
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 15:12:30 +1000
From: Morris Odell <morriso@vifm.org>
Subject: RE: what David S. said ...
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Message-id: <D02380C06383C847B2282343465930BE02AD73@my.vifp.monash.edu.au>
MIME-version: 1.0
Content-type: text/plain; charset=US-ASCII
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message

> -----Original Message-----
> From: Eric Jones
> Sent: Tuesday, 26 April 2005 12:32 PM
> Subject: what David S. said ...
> 
> 
> My biggest folly is oscilloscopes.  Because I could never 
> afford one in my youth, I've gone totally bonkers and have 
> over 40 of them now - some of which actually work!  But since 
> I'm not totally insane, NOT ONE of them is Tektronix 

Well I'm the same, but I think it's crazy NOT to collect Tek! They are
the best there is and working on lesser brands has only confirmed me in
that opinion. For me, the heavier and more complicated the better :-)

Morris

------------------------------
Message-ID: <005a01c54a29$e26dac00$9ee47443@KB6NAX>
From: "Arden Allen" <gumbear@pacbell.net>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: what David S. said ...
Date: Mon, 25 Apr 2005 23:33:22 -0700
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
	charset="iso-8859-1"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

Morris;

> .....Well I'm the same, but I think it's crazy NOT to collect Tek! ....

Having a Tek 'scope farm is so addictive, I've had to curtail my Tek
cravings.  Only about 15.  My all-time favorite is like the story of the
ugly duckling.  I bought my first Tek scope in '71, a 503, to have something
decent to use.  I now have four of them and they all work perfectly after my
gleeful administrations.  I can't get over how elegant, simple, and near
perfect an instrument the 503 is.  Except for its limited bandwidth, I can't
think of a more useful scope for the vintage bench.

Arden Allen
KB6NAX

------------------------------
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 17:08:11 +1000
From: Morris Odell <morriso@vifm.org>
Subject: RE: what David S. said ...
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Message-id: <D02380C06383C847B2282343465930BE02AD74@my.vifp.monash.edu.au>
MIME-version: 1.0
Content-type: text/plain; charset=US-ASCII
Content-transfer-encoding: 7BIT
Content-class: urn:content-classes:message

> Having a Tek 'scope farm is so addictive, I've had to curtail 
> my Tek cravings.  Only about 15.  My all-time favorite is 
> like the story of the ugly duckling.  I bought my first Tek 
> scope in '71, a 503, to have something decent to use.  I now 
> have four of them and they all work perfectly after my 
> gleeful administrations.  I can't get over how elegant, 
> simple, and near perfect an instrument the 503 is.  Except 
> for its limited bandwidth, I can't think of a more useful 
> scope for the vintage bench.

I had a very similar experience. When I was a kid I saw my first scope
(a Dumont) in the local museum with a microphone attached so you could
see your own voice. I was hooked!! After futzing around with kludges of
WW2 technology for years (6AC7, 884, 2X2, 5BP1...)I finally got my first
REAL scope around 1980. It was a 502 which has very limited bandwidth
but was just perfect for vintage radio and audio purposes. I still have
it, don't use it, but can't bear to part with it. Now I'm also up to 15
or 17 Teks (depending on whether you count waveform and TV monitors),
lots of plugins and an accessory or two. 

I love 'em!

Morris

------------------------------
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 09:34:48 -0400 (EDT)
Message-Id: <200504261334.j3QDYmSF082181@wine.ecunet.org>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: FS:  ARRL HANDBOOK 1948
From: JOHN.SEHRING@ecunet.org

To: boatanchors@theporch.com

For sale:  ARRL The Amateur's Handbook, 1948.

Now, condition is ratty, spine is showing but pages are all attached, front
cover is detached, rear cover MIA.  But...perfect for READING (isn't that
the point, after all?).

$13 plus postage.

 -John Sehring (Mon, Apr 25, 2005,  5:00 pm) Dell Rapids SD - UCC - WB0EQ

------------------------------
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 09:34:50 -0400 (EDT)
Message-Id: <200504261334.j3QDYoPp082109@wine.ecunet.org>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: SOMEWHAT SERIOUS BA COLLECTING
From: JOHN.SEHRING@ecunet.org

To: boatanchors@theporch.com

If we're not careful, our possessions wind up possessing us!  Enslaved
indeed, to BA's.  Of course, I could think of many worse things to be
enslaved to.

 -John Sehring (Tue, Apr 26, 2005,  8:27 am) Dell Rapids SD - UCC - WB0EQ

------------------------------
Message-ID: <004501c54a66$ce06d100$6501a8c0@akorn.net>
From: "Tom Rauch" <w8ji@contesting.com>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: ARRL HANDBOOK 1948
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 09:49:44 -0400
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
	charset="iso-8859-1"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

> For sale:  ARRL The Amateur's Handbook, 1948.
>
> Now, condition is ratty, spine is showing but pages are
all attached, front
> cover is detached, rear cover MIA.  But...perfect for
READING (isn't that
> the point, after all?).
>
> $13 plus postage.

OK, I can't stand it any more. I have to ask.

Has E-bay or other markets driven the prices to unreasonable
values for equipment like Valiants and even old books, or am
I out of touch with what things are really worth?

So what is this old stuff really worth in fair market
value?? Is it inflating?

Is it like old cars, where the values went way out of
proportion then collapsed?

73 Tom

------------------------------
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 09:00:23 -0500
From: David Stinson <arc5@ix.netcom.com>
Subject: Re: ARRL HANDBOOK 1948
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Cc: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Message-id: <426E4977.3070706@ix.netcom.com>
MIME-version: 1.0
Content-type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii; format=flowed
Content-transfer-encoding: 7bit



Tom Rauch wrote:

> Is it like old cars, where the values went way out of
> proportion then collapsed?

Not yet.  But....

------------------------------
Message-ID: <28062445.1114526998445.JavaMail.root@wamui07.slb.atl.earthlink.net>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 10:49:58 -0400 (GMT-04:00)
From: wsno19@mindspring.com
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: T-16/ARC-5 Transmitter. Serious BA Alert
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

Go FIND it. There is a NIB T-16/ARC-5 for auction on FLEABAY. More to follow.
Cheers, Tony W4SOE

------------------------------
Message-ID: <BAY106-DAV5DB12DF2EFF126FD33200A0210@phx.gbl>
From: "JAMES HANLON" <knjhanlon@msn.com>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 10:57:24 -0600
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
	charset="iso-8859-1"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

Dennis and group,

Actually Chuck Penson says on page 12 that, "the AT-1 was released just in 
time for Christmas 1951 and quickly began showing up in shack photos on the 
pages of QST."   What surprises me, though, is that Heath was advertising in 
QST at that point, taking 3/4 page ads in most issues, and they did not 
mention either the AT-1 or the AR-2 in QST until July of 1953.   Why would 
they have two kits aimed directly at the amateur radio market and not 
advertise them in the one magazine most popular with radio hams for a year 
and a half?  That doesn't make sense.

If anyone on the list has direct evidence of an earlier Heath offering of 
the AT-1 or AR-2 than July 53 I would appreciate hearing about it.  I'm 
writing an article about the AR-2 for ER, and so far I've been careful to 
say only, "Heath's first announcement in QST of the two kits that made a 
gigantic impact in the low-price amateur equipment market and that launched 
the company into a successful run of amateur products lasting for more than 
30 years was in July, 1953 ..."

I was around in that era.  I took my Novice and Technician tests in 
Cincinnati (thanks, Mr. Cotton) in February, 1952.  And I do not remember 
the AT-1 being on the market at that time.  Of course it's only 54 years ago 
..

Thanks, Dennis, and to everyone for your contributions to this bit of lore!

Jim Hanlon, W8KGI


----- Original Message ----- 
From: <W7QHO@aol.com>
To: "Old Tube Radios" <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 24, 2005 6:42 PM
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?


> Chuck Penson's book lists the following "first sold" dates:
>
> AT-1        1952
> AR-2         1952
>
> Dennis D. W7QHO
> Glendale, CA
> 

------------------------------
Message-Id: <6.1.0.6.0.20050426123737.0222a5d8@pop.central.cox.net>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 13:50:49 -0500
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
From: Tom Laszynski <k8jrm@cox.net>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii; format=flowed; x-avg-checked=avg-ok-125A5698

Hello,

I believe that the situation was that the ARRL regarded Heathkit products 
as not being "worth" of  being advertised in QST.  This view held 
that  Heathkits were shoddy products using surplus World War II 
components.  It wasn't until 1953 that the ARRL perception changed.  As a 
result, products like the AT-1, AR-2 and so on started to appear in QST.

Tom


-- 
No virus found in this outgoing message.
Checked by AVG Anti-Virus.
Version: 7.0.308 / Virus Database: 266.10.3 - Release Date: 4/25/2005

------------------------------
Message-ID: <426EA798.8080901@mindspring.com>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 16:42:00 -0400
From: Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com>
MIME-Version: 1.0
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=ISO-8859-1; format=flowed
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

I think Tom is on the right track.  These two products were NOT very 
good, even by standards of the day. 

The output of an AT-1 is 5-7 watts, less on 10M where it doubles in the 
final.  The AR-2 was little more than a broadcast receiver with a 
bandswitch and additional coils.  I probably shouldn't admit it, but 
after building an AR-3 (which was considerably better than the AR-2) and 
using a friends BC-454, I pulled the power transformer, rectifier tube 
and filter cap from the AR-3 to build a power supply for my own 
BC-454/455 setup.  They were BROAD, but they stayed on the frequency you 
set them to, even if you happened to put your pencil down on the table a 
little too hard!

The Heath units WERE however the start of a company and product line 
that supplied many Hams with quality gear for many years!

My CQ collection is not accessible at the moment, but I suspect a check 
of the photos in the Novice column would show AT-1s in quite a few 1952 
stations.  Also keep in mind that publication lead time back then was 
three months, at least.

73, Garey - K4OAH
Atlanta

Drake C-Line Service Manual
<http://hr99.home.mindspring.com/R-4C_Servicez/>



Tom Laszynski wrote:

> Hello,
>
> I believe that the situation was that the ARRL regarded Heathkit 
> products as not being "worth" of  being advertised in QST.  This view 
> held that  Heathkits were shoddy products using surplus World War II 
> components.  It wasn't until 1953 that the ARRL perception changed.  
> As a result, products like the AT-1, AR-2 and so on started to appear 
> in QST.
>
> Tom
>
>

------------------------------
Message-ID: <20050426205725.90253.qmail@web54603.mail.yahoo.com>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 13:57:25 -0700 (PDT)
From: "J.D. Mac Aulay, WQ8U" <jmac6235@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; boundary="0-79236756-1114549045=:89230"

--0-79236756-1114549045=:89230
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii

Looking back through old issues of QST, the first Heathkit ad I find is in Sept 1951.  It is a large ad for test equipment and introduces their new 5" scope and new VTVM along with showing 9 other pieces of test equipment such as an Intermod Analyzer and an Audio Freq Meter.  That same ad ran monthly for a while and then moved to a large ad showing more test equipment.  
 
In December '52 they had two pages, one with the same test equipment ad and the other introducing the Grid Dip Meter.  This two page ad format ran through Apr '53.  
 
May '53 and June '53 had only the GDM ad.  
 
The first ad showing the AT-1 was in the July '53 issue.  It described the AT-1 as "Here is the latest addition to the ham radio field, the AT-1..."
 
Makes one wonder if there was a problem with perception since the ARRL seemed to have no trouble taking ads for 20 months prior to the appearance of the AT-1.
 
73
Mac
WQ8U

Tom Laszynski <k8jrm@cox.net> wrote:
Hello,

I believe that the situation was that the ARRL regarded Heathkit products 
as not being "worth" of being advertised in QST. This view held 
that Heathkits were shoddy products using surplus World War II 
components. It wasn't until 1953 that the ARRL perception changed. As a 
result, products like the AT-1, AR-2 and so on started to appear in QST.

Tom


-- 
No virus found in this outgoing message.
Checked by AVG Anti-Virus.
Version: 7.0.308 / Virus Database: 266.10.3 - Release Date: 4/25/2005


--0-79236756-1114549045=:89230
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
*         ---REMAINDER OF MESSAGE TRUNCATED---            *
*     This post contains a forbidden message format       *
*  (such as an attached file, a v-card, HTML formatting)  *
*    Mail Lists at theporch.com only accept PLAIN TEXT    *
* If your postings display this message your mail program *
* is not set to send PLAIN TEXT ONLY and needs adjusting  *
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

--0-79236756-1114549045=:89230--

------------------------------
Message-Id: <6.2.1.2.0.20050426165142.02afd220@mail.sssnet.com>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 17:01:53 -0400
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
From: w8au@sssnet.com
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
Mime-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain; charset="us-ascii"; format=flowed

At 04:42 PM 4/26/05, Garey Barrell wrote:
>These two products were NOT very good, even by standards of the day.
>The output of an AT-1 is 5-7 watts, less on 10M where it doubles in the 
>final.

The AT-1 I had doubled in the final on all bands except 80, so that 
neutralization was not required.  In my teenage zeal, I envisioned lots 
more output if I converted it to straight thru operation.  What a mess!
It became very squirrely and had spurious blips everywhere!!  :-) It had 
output even without a crystal!

Perry    w8au

------------------------------
Message-ID: <20050426213500.53427.qmail@web54609.mail.yahoo.com>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 14:34:59 -0700 (PDT)
From: "J.D. Mac Aulay, WQ8U" <jmac6235@yahoo.com>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: multipart/alternative; boundary="0-1233242711-1114551299=:52726"

--0-1233242711-1114551299=:52726
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii



Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com> wrote:
"I think Tom is on the right track.  These two products were NOT very
good, even by standards of the day."
 
Differences of opinion are what makes life interesting.  
 
In his Feb 1993 Electric Radio article by Chuck Penson, WA7EZZ, says on Pg. 53:
"All things considered, the AT-1 was a reliable, affordable, feature-packed transmitter that by the standards of the day and produced a stable signal reasonably free of clicks, chirps, and hum."
 
I am sure glad I did not understand that the AT-1 was "NOT very good" when I had one as a novice in 1954.  It was affordable (something the Lattine, Harvey Wells, etc were not), worked well for its intended purpose (crystal controlled novice transmitter), and provided me with lots of great QSOs and a good learning experience.
 
73
Mac
WQ8U
 
 

--0-1233242711-1114551299=:52726
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
*         ---REMAINDER OF MESSAGE TRUNCATED---            *
*     This post contains a forbidden message format       *
*  (such as an attached file, a v-card, HTML formatting)  *
*    Mail Lists at theporch.com only accept PLAIN TEXT    *
* If your postings display this message your mail program *
* is not set to send PLAIN TEXT ONLY and needs adjusting  *
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *

--0-1233242711-1114551299=:52726--

------------------------------
Message-ID: <426EB9AE.5040803@mindspring.com>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 17:59:10 -0400
From: Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com>
MIME-Version: 1.0
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=ISO-8859-1; format=flowed
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit



J.D. Mac Aulay, WQ8U wrote:

>
>
> */Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com>/* wrote:
> "I think Tom is on the right track.  These two products were NOT very
> good, even by standards of the day."
>  
> Differences of opinion are what makes life interesting. 
>  
> In his Feb 1993 Electric Radio article by Chuck Penson, WA7EZZ, says 
> on Pg. 53:
> "All things considered, the AT-1 was a reliable, affordable, 
> feature-packed transmitter that by the standards of the day and 
> produced a stable signal reasonably free of clicks, chirps, and hum."
>  
> I am sure glad I did not understand that the AT-1 was "NOT very good" 
> when I had one as a novice in 1954.  It was affordable (something the 
> Lattine, Harvey Wells, etc were not), worked well for its intended 
> purpose (crystal controlled novice transmitter), and provided me with 
> lots of great QSOs and a good learning experience.
>  
> 73
> Mac
> WQ8U
>  
>  

Mac - 

I didn't say it wasn't popular, or that it didn't work, just that it 
wasn't a very good design.   Corvair and Yugo weren't very good cars, 
but a lot of people bought them and got years of transportation, (if 
they were lucky, and survived,) at a very low price. 

The AT-1 represented what was good about Heath.  They took a design that 
wasn't all that great, but they put all the parts together in a box with 
a nice looking cabinet and  _PUNCHED_  chassis (two things that were 
well beyond many new Hams at that time) and sold it for a very 
reasonable price.   I couldn't afford even that price then, so had to 
make do with a homebrew "QSL 40" single 6L6 rig from a 1938 QST 
article.  Parts were donated by my Elmer, and I later found that I was 
getting almost 20W output for a little less than 30 watts input, along 
with a "signal reasonably free of clicks, chirps, and hum".   I did have 
a bit of a harmonic problem, kindly brought to my attention by some nice 
folks at Grand Island NB!   The AT-1 had a similar problem, since it was 
possible to tune several harmonics (bands) on a single given bandswitch 
position.  You not only had to find the "dip", you had to find the 
"right dip" while that silly meter was bouncing all over the scale!.

I have my AT-1 now, and wouldn't trade it for anything.  But it's still 
"not a very good transmitter".  :-)

73, Garey - K4OAH
Atlanta

Drake C-Line Service Manual
<http://hr99.home.mindspring.com/R-4C_Servicez/>

------------------------------
Message-ID: <000101c54ab1$5e5df590$62659a04@yourxb2x7j77gn>
From: "David  Thompson" <thompson@mindspring.com>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 18:25:28 -0400
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-Type: text/plain;
	charset="iso-8859-1"
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

Tom is right.  For years ARRL and QST had to approve of any gear that was
advertised (so how did Lettine labs and Gotham Antennas get in HI).  Heath
was respected for test gear not ham gear.
Dave K4JRB

> Hello,
>
> I believe that the situation was that the ARRL regarded Heathkit products
> as not being "worth" of  being advertised in QST.  This view held
> that  Heathkits were shoddy products using surplus World War II
> components.  It wasn't until 1953 that the ARRL perception changed.  As a
> result, products like the AT-1, AR-2 and so on started to appear in QST.
>
> Tom
>
>
> -- 
> No virus found in this outgoing message.
> Checked by AVG Anti-Virus.
> Version: 7.0.308 / Virus Database: 266.10.3 - Release Date: 4/25/2005
>
>

------------------------------
Message-ID: <426EC903.2000206@bobkemp.com>
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 18:04:35 -0500
From: Bob Kemp <bkemp@bobkemp.com>
MIME-Version: 1.0
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Halli SR-34AC
Content-Type: text/plain; charset=us-ascii; format=flowed
Content-Transfer-Encoding: 7bit

I'm in need of a manual for the SR-34AC, BAMA doesn't have it 
listed...anyone have one?  This is the little 2m/6m xcvr.
Bob

------------------------------
Message-ID: <410-220054226238430@earthlink.net>
From: "Art Lebermann" <artleb@earthlink.net>
To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
Date: Tue, 26 Apr 2005 16:08:04 -0700
MIME-Version: 1.0
Content-type: text/plain; charset=US-ASCII

Garey....

I understand your attempt to explain the "not very good" design of the
AT-1, by comparing it to the Corvair and the Yugo.  It's generally agreed
that the Yugo was a VERY poor automotive design, but I will take exception
to a comparison with the Corvair!

As a past owner of a Corvair, and having been trained as a professional
auto mechanic, I can assure you that the Corvair was a well designed
vehicle.  Ralph Nader got a lot of publicity by bashing the Corvair (and
GM), but the Corvair had (and still has) many fans.  More info on Corvair
"lore" available off-list.

73,
Art Lebermann
W6REQ



> [Original Message]
> From: Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com>
> To: Old Tube Radios <boatanchors@theporch.com>
> Date: 4/26/2005 2:59:10 PM
> Subject: Re: Intro date for Heath AT-1 and AR-2?
>
>
>
> J.D. Mac Aulay, WQ8U wrote:
>
> >
> >
> > */Garey Barrell <k4oah@mindspring.com>/* wrote:
> > "I think Tom is on the right track.  These two products were NOT very
> > good, even by standards of the day."
> >  
> > Differences of opinion are what makes life interesting. 
> >  
> > In his Feb 1993 Electric Radio article by Chuck Penson, WA7EZZ, says 
> > on Pg. 53:
> > "All things considered, the AT-1 was a reliable, affordable, 
> > feature-packed transmitter that by the standards of the day and 
> > produced a stable signal reasonably free of clicks, chirps, and hum."
> >  
> > I am sure glad I did not understand that the AT-1 was "NOT very good" 
> > when I had one as a novice in 1954.  It was affordable (something the 
> > Lattine, Harvey Wells, etc were not), worked well for its intended 
> > purpose (crystal controlled novice transmitter), and provided me with 
> > lots of great QSOs and a good learning experience.
> >  
> > 73
> > Mac
> > WQ8U
> >  
> >  
>
> Mac - 
>
> I didn't say it wasn't popular, or that it didn't work, just that it 
> wasn't a very good design.   Corvair and Yugo weren't very good cars, 
> but a lot of people bought them and got years of transportation, (if 
> they were lucky, and survived,) at a very low price. 
>
> The AT-1 represented what was good about Heath.  They took a design that 
> wasn't all that great, but they put all the parts together in a box with 
> a nice looking cabinet and  _PUNCHED_  chassis (two things that were 
> well beyond many new Hams at that time) and sold it for a very 
> reasonable price.   I couldn't afford even that price then, so had to 
> make do with a homebrew "QSL 40" single 6L6 rig from a 1938 QST 
> article.  Parts were donated by my Elmer, and I later found that I was 
> getting almost 20W output for a little less than 30 watts input, along 
> with a "signal reasonably free of clicks, chirps, and hum".   I did have 
> a bit of a harmonic problem, kindly brought to my attention by some nice 
> folks at Grand Island NB!   The AT-1 had a similar problem, since it was 
> possible to tune several harmonics (bands) on a single given bandswitch 
> position.  You not only had to find the "dip", you had to find the 
> "right dip" while that silly meter was bouncing all over the scale!.
>
> I have my AT-1 now, and wouldn't trade it for anything.  But it's still 
> "not a very good transmitter".  :-)
>
> 73, Garey - K4OAH
> Atlanta
>
> Drake C-Line Service Manual
> <http://hr99.home.mindspring.com/R-4C_Servicez/>

------------------------------
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